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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 30 December 2002 . 
2a)IS This action is FINAL 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-26 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-26 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) KI The proposed drawing correction filed on 30 December 2002 is: a)£3 approved b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)0 All b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1-D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of the Amendment filed on 30 th of December, 2002. No claims has been 
amended; no claims has been canceled; and no claims has been newly added. Currently, claims 1-26 are 
pending in this application. 

Drawings 

2. The proposed drawing correction and/or the proposed substitute sheets of drawings, filed on 30 th 
of December, 2002 have been approved. A proper drawing correction or corrected drawings are required 
in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The correction to the drawings will 
not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found in a 
prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1, 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant 
Admitted Prior Art [hereinafter AAPA] in view of McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al; cited by the 
Applicant]. 

Referring to claim /, AAPA discloses a method of providing a backup link active schedule (See 
page 3, lines 5-9) for use in controlling communication (See page 2, lines 19-25) in a process control 
system (See page 3, line 3) having a master link active scheduler (See page 2, line 26) and a backup link 
active scheduler (See page 2, lines 27-28) communicatively coupled together via a databus (i.e., open 
protocol bus; See page 2, lines 7-12), comprising the steps of: storing (i.e., downloading) a link active 
schedule in a master link active scheduler (i.e., master LAS; See page 3, lines 3-4); and storing (i.e., 
downloading) said link active schedule in said backup link active scheduler (i.e., backup LAS; See page 
3, lines 5-9). 
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AAPA does not disclose expressly the steps of automatically transmitting said link active schedule from 
said master link active scheduler over said databus to said backup link active scheduler upon receipt of 
said link active schedule in said master link active scheduler. 

McLaughlin discloses methods for control data base updating of a redundant processor in a process 
control system, comprising the steps of: a link active schedule (data base 32 of Fig. 1) in a master link 
active scheduler (primary controller 30 of Fig. 1) automatically transmitting (i.e., transferring; See col. 2, 
lines 9-25) said link active schedule (i.e., data base) from said master link active scheduler (i.e., primary 
controller) over a databus (i.e., three mediums, data highway 12, link 13, I/O link in Fig. 1; See col. 8, 
lines 22-36) to a backup link active scheduler (secondary controller 40 of Fig. 1) upon receipt of said link 
active schedule (viz., upon update of said data base) in said master link active scheduler (i.e., in said 
primary controller; See col. 7, lines 46-51 and Fig. 5); and storing (i.e., updating) said link active schedule 
(i.e., data base) in said backup link active scheduler (i.e., in said secondary controller; See col. 1, line 54 
through col. 2, line 25). AAPA and McLaughlin are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz., process control system. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included said automatic transmission step (i.e., data transferring for updating said secondary 
controller's data base), as disclosed by McLaughlin, in said method of providing a backup link active 
schedule, as disclosed by AAPA, for the advantage of providing a data consistency among said link active 
schedules (i.e., data base in McLaughlin), thereby, when a failover condition occurs, said time to get said 
backup link active scheduler (i.e., secondary controller; McLaughlin) to take over for said failed master 
link active scheduler (i.e., primary controller; McLaughlin) is substantially reduced as well as being less 
of an impact to said process under control (See col. 1 , lines 3-6 and 43-47; McLaughlin). 
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Referring to claims 5 and 6, AAPA discloses the step of automatically transmitting includes the 
step of transmitting using an open communication protocol (viz., standard communication protocol, like 
Fieldbus protocol), which is a Fieldbus communication protocol (See page 2, lines 7-18). 



McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] as applied to claims 1, 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Chrabaszcz 
[US 6,263,387 Bl]. 

Referring to claim 2, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 2 
except that does not teach the step of storing a list of backup link active scheduler devices associated with 
said databus in said master link active scheduler. 

Chrabaszcz discloses a system for automatically configuring a server, wherein the step of storing (i.e., 
detecting and keeping; ) a list (i.e., a configuration database) of backup link active scheduler devices (i.e., 
all circuit boards) associated with a databus (i.e., on the PCI bus ) in a master link active scheduler (i.e., 
kept by the Hot Plug software). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said storing said list, as disclosed by Chrabaszcz, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage 
of providing an automatic listing of said backup link active schedulers (i.e., circuit boards on the PCI bus) 
by said Hot Plug software. 

6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 
McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] as applied to claims 1. 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Burns et al. 
[WO 98/14853; hereinafter Burns; cited by the Applicant] and Shapiro et al. [US 6,230,286 Bl; 
hereinafter Shapiro]. 

Referring to claim 3, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 3 
except that does not teach the steps of detecting when said backup link active scheduler is unavailable for 



5. 



Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 
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storage of said link active schedule and notifying a user that said backup link active scheduler is 
unavailable for storage of said link active schedule. 

Burns discloses a process control network 10 (Fig. 1), the step of detecting when a backup link active 
scheduler (i.e., field device) is unavailable for storage of a link active schedule (See page 23, lines 20-23; 
i.e., wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass token messages on a databus 
implies said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is unavailable for storage of a link active 
schedule on said databus). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said detection, as disclosed by Burns, in said method of providing a 
backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of 
providing a capability of an immediate service to take over for failed master link active scheduler thanks 
to maintaining said availability information of said backup link active scheduler when a failover condition 
occurs. 

AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin and Burns, does not disclose the step of notifying a user that said 
backup link active scheduler is unavailable for storage of said link active schedule. 
Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein the step of notifying (i.e., 
sending a report; See abstract) a user (i.e.. a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active 
scheduler is no longer communicating on said databus; See the rejection of the specific limitations of the 
claim 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Burns, for the 
advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able 
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to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 
40-43; Shapiro). 

Referring to claim 4, AAPA 3 as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 4 
except that does not teach the steps of detecting a failure to store said link active schedule in at least one 
backup link active scheduler and notifying a user of said detected failure to store said link active schedule 
in at least one backup link active scheduler. 

Burns discloses a process control network 10 (Fig. 1), the steps of detecting a failure to store a link active 
schedule in at least one backup link active scheduler (i.e., detecting when said backup link active 
scheduler is unavailable for storage (i.e., failure to store) of a link active schedule). 
Refer to page 23, lines 20-23 (i.e., wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass 
token messages on a databus implies said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is failed to store 
a link active schedule on said databus). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said detection, as disclosed by Burns, in said method of providing a 
backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of 
providing a capability of an immediate service to take over for failed master link active scheduler thanks 
to maintaining said availability information of said backup link active scheduler when a failover condition 
occurs. 

AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin and Burns, does not disclose the step of notifying a user of said 
detected failure to store said link active schedule in at least one backup link active scheduler. 
Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein the step of notifying (i.e., 
sending a report; See abstract) a user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active 
scheduler is unavailable for storage of said link active schedule). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Bums, for the 
advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able 
to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 
40-43; Shapiro). 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 
McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] as applied to claims 1, 5 and 6 above, and further in view of Burns [WO 
98/14853]. 

Referring to claim 7, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 7 
except that does not teach the step of recognizing that said backup link active scheduler is no longer 
communicating on said databus. 

Burns discloses a process control network 1 0 (Fig. 1 ), the step of recognizing that a backup link active 
scheduler (i.e., field device) is no longer communicating on a databus (See page 23, lines 20-23; i.e., 
wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass token messages on a databus implies 
said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is no longer communicating on said databus). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said recognition, as disclosed by Burns, in said method of providing a 
backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of 
providing a capability of an immediate service to take over for failed master link active scheduler thanks 
to maintaining said availability information of said backup link active scheduler when a failover condition 
occurs. 
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8. 



Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 



McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] and Burns [WO 98/14853] as applied to claim 7 above, and further in 
view of Chrabaszcz [US 6,263,387 Bl]. 

Referring to claim 8, AAPA. as modified by McLaughlin and Burns, discloses all the limitations 
of claim 8 except that does not teach the step of recognizing includes said step of comparing a live list to 
a backup list. 

Chrabaszcz discloses a system for automatically configuring a server, wherein the step of recognizing 
includes the step of comparing a live list (i.e., devices identified are placed in a list; See col. 10, lines 56- 
59) to a backup list (i.e., against a configuration database; See col. 1 0, line 60). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said comparing, as disclosed by Chrabaszcz, in the step of said 
recognizing, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Burns, for the advantage of providing an 
automatic adjustment (i.e., reconfiguration) of said backup list (i.e., configuration data base; Chrabaszcz) 
for said backup link active schedulers (i.e., circuit boards on the PCI bus; Chrabaszcz). Refer to col. 10, 
lines 51-67 in Chrabaszcz. 

9. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 
McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] and Burns [WO 98/14853] as applied to claim 7 above, and further in 
view of Shapiro [US 6,230,286 Bl]. 

Referring to claim 9, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin and Burns, discloses all the limitations 
of claim 9 except that does not teach the step of notifying a user that said backup link active scheduler is 
no longer communicating on said databus. 

Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein the step of notifying (i.e., 
sending a report; See abstract) a user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active 




Application/Control Number: 09/345,809 
Art Unit: 2189 



Page 9 
Final Action 



scheduler is no longer communicating on said databus; See the rejection of the specific limitations of the 
claim 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Burns, for the 
advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able 
to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 
40-43; Shapiro). 

10. Claims 10, 14-19, 21, 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burns [WO 98/14853] in view of McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al]. 

Referring to claim 10, Burns discloses a system (process control network 10 of Fig. 1) for 
controlling communications (See page 3, lines 20-24) on a databus (bus 34 of Fig. 1) using a link active 
schedule (See page 18, lines 18+), comprising: a master link active scheduler (LAS 12, 16 and 26 in Fig. 
l;Seepage 18, lines 19-26) having a memory (RAM 1146, ROM 1148 and 1150 NVRAM in Fig. 14) 
that stores a link active schedule (See page 1 8, lines 22-26) and a processor (microprocessor 1 140 of Fig. 
14); and a backup link active scheduler (Link Master 22 of Fig. 1 ; i.e., backup LAS; See page 18, lines 
26-30) in communication via said databus with said master link active scheduler (See bus 34 and LAS 12, 
26, 16 and Link Master 22 in Fig. 1). 

Burns does not disclose expressly said processor programmed to automatically transmit said link active 
schedule over said databus upon receiving said link active schedule. Burns and McLaughlin are analogous 
art because they are from a similar problem solving area, viz., process control system. 
McLaughlin discloses a process control system, wherein a processor (primary processor 3 1 of Fig. 1) 
programmed to automatically transmit (i.e., transferring; See col. 2, lines 9-25) said link active schedule 
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(i.e., data base) over a databus (i.e., three mediums, data highway 12, link 13, I/O link in Fig. 1; See col. 
8, lines 22-36) upon receiving said link active schedule (viz., upon update of said data base). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have programmed said automatic transmission routine (i.e., data transferring for updating said 
secondary controller's data base), as disclosed by McLaughlin, in said processor, as disclosed by Burns, 
for the advantage of providing a data consistency among said link active schedules (i.e., data base in 
McLaughlin), thereby, when a failover condition occurs, said time to get said backup link active scheduler 
(i.e., secondary controller; McLaughlin) to take over for said failed master link active scheduler (i.e., 
primary controller; McLaughlin) is substantially reduced as well as being less of an impact to said process 
under control (See col. 1, lines 3-6 and 43-47; McLaughlin). 

Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, teaches said backup link active scheduler (i.e., secondary controller in 
McLaughlin) receiving (i.e., transferred and updating; McLaughlin) said link active schedule (i.e., data 
base; McLaughlin) transmitted from said master link active scheduler (i.e., primary controller; 
McLaughlin). Refer to page 2, lines 1 7-21 in McLaughlin. 

Referring to claims 14 and 15, Burns discloses said master link active scheduler and said backup 
link active scheduler are each adapted to transmit over said databus using an open protocol (viz., standard 
protocol, like Fieldbus protocol), which is the Fieldbus protocol (See page 12, lines 15-17). 

Referring to claim 16, Burns discloses said backup link active scheduler is a Field device (Link 
Master 22 of Fig. 1 and See page 8, line 20). 

Referring to claim 17, Burns discloses a system (process control network 10 of Fig. 1) for 
controlling a process (See page 1, lines 8-10), comprising: a user interface (host 12 of Fig. 1) coupled to a 
first databus (bus segment 34a of Fig. 1); a controller (controller 14 of Fig. 1) communicatively coupled 
to said user interface through said first databus (See page 8, line 27 through page 9, line 5); an I/O device 
(bridge 32 of Fig. 1) coupled to said controller and further coupled to a second databus (bus segment 34b 
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of Fig. 1); a plurality of field devices (basic device 18 and 19, link master 16 and 22 in Fig. 1) coupled to 
said second databus, each of said field devices adapted to communicate with said I/O device over said 
second databus (See page 10, lines 9-1 1): a primary scheduler (Link master (LAS) 16 of Fig. 1) coupled 
to said second databus and adapted to use a link active schedule to control interoperation of said field 
devices (See page 18, lines 19-26); a backup scheduler (Link Master 22 of Fig. 1; i.e., backup LAS) 
coupled to said second databus and adapted to communicate with said primary scheduler and said 
plurality of field devices via said second databus (See Fig. 1 and page 18, lines 26-30); and a processor 
(microprocessor 1 140 of Fig. 14) associated with said primary scheduler (field device controller 1 102 of 
Fig. 14). 

Burns does not disclose expressly said processor programmed to automatically store a backup copy of 
said link active schedule in said backup scheduler upon receiving said link active schedule. 
McLaughlin discloses a process control system, wherein a processor (primary processor 3 1 of Fig. 1 ) 
programmed to automatically store a backup copy (i.e., update data bases for a data consistency among 
controllers') of a link active schedule (i.e., data base) in a backup scheduler (i.e., secondary controller) 
upon receiving a link active schedule (viz., upon update of said data base). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have programmed said automatic transmission routine (i.e., data transferring for updating said 
secondary controller's data base), as disclosed by McLaughlin, in said processor, as disclosed by Burns, 
for the advantage of providing a data consistency among said link active schedules (i.e., data base in 
McLaughlin), thereby, when a failover condition occurs, said time to get said backup link active scheduler 
(i.e., secondary controller; McLaughlin) to take over for said failed master link active scheduler (i.e., 
primary controller; McLaughlin) is substantially reduced as well as being less of an impact to said process 
under control (See col. 1, lines 3-6 and 43-47; McLaughlin). 



# 
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Referring to claim 18, Burns discloses said second databus uses a Fieldbus communication 
protocol (See claims 16 and 19 on pages 41-42). 

Referring to claim 19, Burns discloses a communication scheduling system (process control 
network 10 of Fig. 1) for use in a process control system (See page 1, lines 8-10) having a master link 
active scheduler (Link master (LAS) 16 of Fig. 1) with a processor therein (microprocessor 1140 of Fig. 
14) and a backup link active scheduler (Link Master 22 of Fig. 1 ; i.e., backup LAS) communicatively 
coupled to a databus (bus segment 34b of Fig. 1 ; See page 10 5 lines 9-11), comprising: a computer 
readable memory (RAM 1 146, ROM 1 1 48 and 1 1 50 NVRAM in Fig. 14). 
Burns does not disclose expressly a first storing routine stored on said memory and adapted to be 
executed by said processor that stores a link active schedule in said master link active scheduler; and an 
automatic transmission routine stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said processor that 
automatically transmits said received link active schedule from said master link active scheduler over said 
databus to said backup link active scheduler upon receipt of said link active schedule in said master link 
active scheduler. 

McLaughlin discloses a process control system, wherein a processor (primary processor 31 of Fig. 1) 
programmed to a first storing routine (i.e., means for updating primary controller's data base; See col. 2, 
lines 2-3) stored on said memory (i.e., said primary controller performing said first storing routine, which 
should be located said in said memory of said primary controller) and adapted to be executed (i.e., 
performed) by said processor that stores a link active schedule (i.e., data base) in said master link active 
scheduler (See col. 2, lines 5-14); and an automatic transmission routine (i.e., transferring updating 
information, thereby updating secondary controller's data base) stored on said memory (i.e., said primary 
controller performing said transferring routine, which should be located in said memory of said primary 
controller; See col. 2, lines 15-17) and adapted to be executed by said processor that automatically 
transmits said received link active schedule (i.e., updated data base information) from said master link 
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active scheduler (i.e., primary controller) over a databus (i.e., three mediums, data highway 12, link 13, 
I/O link in Fig. 1; See col. 8, lines 22-36) to said backup link active scheduler (i.e., secondary controller; 
viz., update data bases for a data consistency among controllers') upon receipt of said link active schedule 
(viz., upon update of said data base) in said master link active scheduler (See col. 2, lines 15-25). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have programmed said storing and automatic transmission routines (i.e., updating said data base 
of said primary controller and transferring it to said secondary controller for updating said data base of 
secondary controller), as disclosed by McLaughlin, in said processor, as disclosed by Burns, for the 
advantage of providing a data consistency among said link active schedules (i.e., data base in 
McLaughlin), thereby, when a fai lover condition occurs, said time to get said backup link active scheduler 
(i.e., secondary controller; McLaughlin) to take over for said failed master link active scheduler (i.e., 
primary controller; McLaughlin) is substantially reduced as well as being less of an impact to said process 
under control (See col. 1, lines 3-6 and 43-47; McLaughlin). 

Referring to claim 2 J, Burns discloses a process control network 10 (Fig. 1), a detecting routine 
stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said processor that detects when said backup link 
active scheduler (i.e., field device) is unavailable for storage of said link active schedule (See page 23, 
lines 20-23; i.e., wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass token messages on a 
databus implies said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is unavailable for storage of a link 
active schedule on said databus). 

Referring to claim 23, Burns discloses a process control network 10 (Fig. 1), a detecting routine 
stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said processor that detects a failure to store said 
link active schedule in said backup link active scheduler (i.e., detecting when said backup link active 
scheduler is unavailable for storage (i.e., failure to store) of a link active schedule). Refer to page 23, lines 
20-23 (i.e., wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass token messages on a 
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databus implies said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is failed to store a link active 
schedule on said databus). 

Referring to claim 25, Burns discloses a detecting routine stored on said memory and adapted to 
be executed by said processor that detects when said backup link active scheduler (i.e., field device) is no 
longer communicating on said databus. (See page 23, lines 20-23; i.e., wherein in fact that a field device 
does not properly response to pass token messages on a databus implies said field device (i.e., backup link 
active scheduler) is no longer communicating on said databus). 

11. Claims 1 1, 12 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burns [WO 
98/14853] in view of McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] as applied to claims 10, 14-19, 21, 23 and 25 above, 
and further in view of Chrabaszcz [US 6,263,387 Bl]. 

Referring to claim 11, Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 1 1 
except that does not teach a list of backup link active scheduler devices stored in said memory. 
Chrabaszcz discloses a system for automatically configuring a server, wherein the step of storing (i.e., 
detecting and keeping; ) a list (i.e., a configuration database) of backup link active scheduler devices (i.e., 
all circuit boards) stored in a memory (i.e., means for keeping said list by the Hot Plug software). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said storing said list, as disclosed by Chrabaszcz, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by Burns in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage 
of providing an automatic listing of said backup link active schedulers (i.e., circuit boards on the PCI bus) 
by said Hot Plug software. 

Referring to claim 12, Chrabaszcz discloses said processor further programmed to send (i.e., 
compare) said link active schedule (i.e., detected circuit board identification) to said backup link active 
scheduler devices (i.e., with configured circuit boards on PCI board) in said list (i.e., in configuration 
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database) of backup link active scheduler devices (i.e., means for checking of new circuit board on PCI 
bus is referring to said list of circuits boards (configuration database) for new circuit board configuration). 

Referring to claim 20, Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 20 
except that does not teach said automatic transmission routine is further adapted to receive and store a list 
of backup link active scheduler devices and to automatically send said list of backup link active scheduler 
devices to said backup link active scheduler. 

Chrabaszcz discloses a system for automatically configuring a server, wherein said system comprises a 
list (i.e., configuration database) of backup link active scheduler devices (i.e., configured circuit boards on 
a PCI bus; See col. 10, lines 55-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have further programmed said processor including said list (i.e., configuration database), as 
disclosed by Chrabaszcz, in said link active schedule of said communication scheduling system, as 
disclosed by Burns in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of providing an automatic listing of said 
backup link active schedulers (i.e., circuit boards on the PCI bus) by said Hot Plug software. 
Burns, as modified by McLaughlin and Chrabaszcz, discloses said automatic transmission routine is 
further adapted to receive and store said list of backup link active scheduler devices and to automatically 
send said list of backup link active scheduler devices to said backup link active scheduler. 
12. Claims 13, 22, 24 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burns 
[WO 98/14853] in view of McLaughlin [EP 0 460 308 Al] as applied to claims 10, 14-19, 21, 23 and 25 
above, and further in view of Shapiro [US 6.230,286 Bl]. 

Referring to claim 13, Burns discloses said processor is further programmed to detect when said 
backup link active scheduler (i.e., field device) is unavailable for storage of said link active schedule (See 
page 23, lines 20-23; i.e., wherein in fact that a field device does not properly response to pass token 
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messages on a databus implies said field device (i.e., backup link active scheduler) is unavailable for 
storage of a link active schedule on said databus). 

Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 13 except that does not teach 
said processor is further programmed to notify a user that said backup link active scheduler is unavailable 
for storage of said link active schedule. 

Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein a processor (CPU in Fig. 1) is 
programmed to notify (i.e., send a report; See abstract) a user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., 
said backup link active scheduler is no longer communicating on said databus). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have programmed said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said processor, as disclosed 
by Burns in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with 
a notifying option, like said user is able to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a 
report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 40-43; Shapiro). 

Referring to claim 22, Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 22 
except that does not teach a notifying routine stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said 
processor that notifies a user when said backup link active scheduler is unavailable for storage of said link 
active schedule. 

Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein a notifying routine stored on 
said memory and adapted to be executed by said processor that notifies (i.e., send a report; See abstract) a 
user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active scheduler is unavailable for storage 
of a link active schedule on said databus; See the rejection of the specific limitations of the claim 21). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Burns, for the 
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advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able 
to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 
40-43; Shapiro). 

Referring to claim 24, Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 24 
except that does not teach a notifying routine stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said 
processor that notifies a user of said failure to store said link active schedule in said backup link active 
scheduler. 

Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein a notifying routine stored on 
said memory and adapted to be executed by said processor that notifies (i.e., send a report; See abstract) a 
user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active scheduler is failed to store said link 
active schedule in said backup link active scheduler; See the rejection of the specific limitations of the 
claim 23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the step of said sending a report, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said method of 
providing a backup link active schedule, as disclosed by AAPA in view of McLaughlin and Burns, for the 
advantage of providing a flexibility of said user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able 
to specify with some particularity under what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 
40-43; Shapiro). 

Referring to claim 26, Burns, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of claim 26 
except that does not teach a notifying routine stored on said memory and adapted to be executed by said 
processor that notifies a user that said backup link active scheduler is no longer communicating on said 
databus. 

Shapiro discloses a computer system failure reporting mechanism, wherein a notifying routine stored on a 
memory and adapted to be executed by a processor that notifies a user (i.e., send a report; See abstract) a 
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user (i.e., a user at a remote site) a failure (i.e., said backup link active scheduler is no longer 
communicating on said databus; See the rejection of the specific limitations of the claim 25). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included said notifying routine, as disclosed by Shapiro, in said communication scheduling 
system, as disclosed by Burns in view of McLaughlin, for the advantage of providing a flexibility of said 
user notification with a notifying option, like said user is able to specify with some particularity under 
what circumstances a report should be generated (See col. 2, lines 40-43; Shapiro). 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed on 30 th of December, 2002 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " While the AAPA includes both a master 
and a backup LAS, the AAPA does not disclose or suggest any mechanism that automatically provides a 
new link active schedule from one LAS device to another LAS device or any need to do so.... or may not 
know which devices within the system are designed as backup LAS devices ... Similarly, while Burns 
generally discloses the presence of both master and backup LAS devices within a process control system. 
Burns does not disclose or suggest any method or system that automatically transmits a link active 
schedule... Instead, just like the AAPA. Burns relies on the operator to send a new link active schedule to 
each backup LAS " on Response page 2, line 28 through page 3, line 9, the Examiner believes that the 
Applicant misinterprets the claim rejection. The Applicant essentially argues that AAPA and Burns don't 
teach the above argued elements. However, as stated in the claim rejection, McLaughlin teaches a 
mechanism such that the steps of: a data base (i.e., link active schedule) in a primary controller (i.e., 
master link active scheduler) automatically transferring (i.e., transmitting) said data base (i.e., link active 
schedule) from said primary controller (i.e., master link active scheduler) over a three mediums (i.e., 
databus) to a secondary controller (i.e., backup link active scheduler) upon update of said data base (viz., 
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upon receipt of said link active schedule) in said primary controller (i.e., in said master link active 
scheduler); and updating (i.e., storing) said data base (i.e., link active schedule) in said secondary 
controller (i.e., in said backup link active scheduler). Therefore, it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have combined AAPA and McLaughlin for achieving the 
object of the above subject matters. See above claim 1, 5 and 6 rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin. Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not 
persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " Likewise, McLaughlin fails to disclose 
or suggest a system or a method that automatically transmits a link active schedule from a master LAS to 
a backup LAS, much less one that does so upon receipt of the link active schedule by the master LAS. 
Instead, the McLaughlin system merely transmits process control data between process controllers 
connected via a separate redundant bus " on Response page 3, lines 10-14, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. In contrary to the Applicant's statement, McLaughlin obviously teaches a method that the steps 
of: a data base (i.e., link active schedule) in a primary controller (i.e., master link active scheduler) that 
automatically transfers (i.e., transmits) said data base (i.e., link active schedule) from said primary 
controller (i.e., master LAS) to a secondary controller (i.e., backup LAS) upon update of said data base 
(viz., upon receipt of said link active schedule) by said primary controller (i.e., master LAS). 
Furthermore, McLaughlin system does not merely transmit process control data, but automatically 
transmits (i.e., transfers) a data base (i.e., link active schedule) as a result of performing the predefined 
process control function. Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " McLaughlin does not mention or in any 
manner deal with communications between LAS devices, which are different devices than process 
controllers " on Response page 3, lines 14-16, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In contrary to the 
Applicant's statement, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, obviously teaches a manner deal with 
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communications between primary controller and secondary controller in a process controller (i.e., master 
LAS device and backup LAS device in a process control network; See claims 1, 5 and 6 rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin), which are not different 
devices than LAS devices because said primary/secondary controllers are doing a process control function 
like what the LAS devices do in the Applicant's invention. Furthermore, it is noted that the features upon 
which applicant relies (i.e., a subject matters about what the different points of the LAS devices from 
McLaughlin's process controllers) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See 
In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Thus, the Applicant's argument on 
this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant's argument with respect to " McLaughlin does not indicate how the 
redundant controller system therein may be applicable to devices, such as LAS devices, that are not 
connected by a separate redundant bus " on Response page 3, lines 17-19, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Contrary to the Applicant's statement, McLaughlin does not mention and/or suggest said 
redundant controller system and said separate redundant bus. Therefore, the Applicant's allegation based 
on said redundant controller system and said separate redundant bus is not only acceptable as a formal 
argument, but also disagreeable in principle. Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not 
persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " McLaughlin also fails to provide any 

reason or motivation for sending a link active schedule between redundant devices. In fact do not 

need or use a link active schedule " on Response page 3, lines 19-22, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
In contrary to the Applicant's statement, McLaughlin discloses a process control system including a 
processor controller, which has a first and second controller, one of the controllers being designated as a 
primary controller and the other controller being designated as a secondary controller, provides a reason 
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and motivation for sending a data base (i.e., link active schedule) between a primary controller (i.e., 
master LAS device) and a secondary controller (i.e., backup LAS device), such that when a failover 
condition occurs, the time to get the secondary controller to take over for a failed primary controller is 
substantially reduced as well as being less of an impact to the process under control. And, AAPA 
discloses a backup link active schedule for use in controlling communication in a process control system 
having a master link active scheduler and a backup link active scheduler communicatively coupled 
together via a databus. Therefore, it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined AAPA and McLaughlin for achieving the object of the above Applicant's 
alleged subject matters. See above claim 1, 5 and 6 rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin. Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not 
persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " More particularly, the McLaughlin 
system only sends process control data over separate redundant bus..., such as link active schedule data, 
via a redundant or any other communication link " on Response page 3, lines 23-26, the Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. It is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., link active schedule 
data) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1 1 8 1 , 26 USPQ2d 1 057 (Fed. Cir. 1 993). It is clear that the Applicant fails to clearly define said link 
active schedule data in the specification, specifically in the scope of the claims. Thus, the Examiner 
interpretation of the claim language is reasonable and the Applicant's argument on this point is not 
persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant } s argument with respect to " In fact as noted above, the McLaughlin system 

does not appear to use a link active schedule and McLaughlin still fails to suggest or provide any 

motivation for sending this information over the redundant link, because a link active schedule is not 
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process data that changes as a result of the operation of the process control system, which is ...of the 
McLaughlin system " on Response page 3, lines 26-33, the Examiner believes that the Applicant 
misinterprets the claim rejection. The Applicant essentially argues that McLaughlin system does not 
appear to use a link active schedule. However, AAPA discloses to use said link active schedule. 
Therefore, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, discloses all the limitations of the specific claims. 
Furthermore, McLaughlin does not mention and/or suggest anything about said separate redundant bus. 
And, neither does the Applicant. Therefore, the Applicant's allegation based on said separate redundant 
bus is not only acceptable as a formal argument, but also disagreeable in principle. Thus, the Applicant's 
argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " Moreover, even if the McLaughlin 
patent did disclose a system that sent a link active schedule between different devices (which it does not), 
the McLaughlin methodology is not the same as that recited by each of the pending claims. In 
particular,... To the contrary, the system and method recited by each of the pending claims perform 
transmission of the link active schedule from a master LAS to a backup LAS upon receipt of the link 
active schedule by the master LAS, which is different than providing this data in a periodic manner " on 
Response page 4, lines 1-8, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Even though McLaughlin methodology 
is not the same as that recited by each of the pending claims, AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, 
discloses the system and method recited by each of the pending claims perform transmission of the link 
active schedule from a master LAS to a backup LAS upon receipt of the link active schedule by the 
master LAS. See above claim 1, 5 and 6 rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
AAPA in view of McLaughlin. Furthermore, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
performing transmission of the link active schedule from a master LAS to a backup LAS upon receipt of 
the link active schedule by the master LAS, which is different than providing this data in a periodic 
manner) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
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specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1 1 81, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In other words, the Applicant does not clearly claim that 
the master LAS is not receiving a link active schedule in a periodic manner before performing 
transmission of the link active schedule from the master LAS to a backup LAS upon receipt of the link 
active schedule by the master LAS, according to the pending claims. Thus, the Applicant's argument on 
this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " Specifically, the McLaughlin system has the 
potential to fail in its purpose of backing up the secondary controller... This is problem is reduced or 
eliminated in the recited system and method which..., not at some periodically scheduled time " on 
Response page 4, lines 8-13, the Examiner believes that the Applicant misinterprets the claim rejection. 
The Applicant essentially argues that the McLaughlin system has the potential to fail in its purpose of 
backing up the secondary controller if the new database contents of the primary controller are changed 
and the primary controller fails prior to the scheduled periodic backup procedure. However, said problem 
of McLaughlin is beyond of the scope of the pending claims, and also it is noted that the features upon 
which applicant relies (i.e., the new link active schedule is sent to the backup LAS device upon receipt of 
the new link active schedule at the master LAS, not at some periodically scheduled time) are not recited 
in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " Likewise, neither Shapiro nor 
Chrabaszcz discloses .. nor has the examiner cited these patents as such " on Response page 4, lines 14- 
18, the Examiner believes that the Applicant misinterprets the claim rejection. The Applicant essentially 
argues that neither Shapiro nor Chrabaszcz teaches the argued elements. However, said argued subject 
matters are taught by AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin. See above claim 1, 5 and 6 rejections under 35 



Application/Control Number: 09/345,809 Page 24 

Art Unit: 2189 , Final Action 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin. Thus, the Applicant's argument 
on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " Applicant additionally respectfully 
traverse the rejection of dependent claims 3-4, 9, 13, 22, 24 and 26 as obvious in view of various 
combinations of AAPA, Burns, McLaughlin and Shapiro... Likewise McLaughlin fails to divulge any 
motivation for notifying a user that a backup LAS is no longer communicating on a databus " on Response 
page 4, line 31 through page 5, line 21, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Contrary to the Applicant's 
statement, each of the claims 3-4, 9, 13, 22, 24 and 26, which recites a system or method that detects 
and/or notifies a user when the backup LAS is unavailable or incapable of storing the link active schedule 
on the claims 3-4, 13, 22, 24, 26 or a method that notifies a user when the backup LAS is no longer 
communicating on the databus on the claim 9, is taught by AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, Burns 
and Shapiro (Claims 3, 4 and 9), and by Burns, as modified by McLaughlin and Shapiro (Claims 13, 22, 
24 and 26). See claims 3 and 4 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in 
view of McLaughlin, Burns and Shapiro, and claims 13, 22, 24 and 26 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Burns in view of McLaughlin and Shapiro. Thus, the Applicant's argument on 
this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant } s argument with respect to "A pplicant additionally respectfully 
traverse the rejection of dependent claims 2, 8, 1 1-12 and 20 as obvious in view of various combinations 
of AAPA, Burns, McLaughlin and Chrabaszcz. ..Additionally AAPA and Burns do not suggest that it is, 
in any way, desirable to recognize that the backup LAS is no longer communicating on the databus by 
comparing a live list to a backup list " on Response page 6, lines 3-25, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Contrary to the Applicant's statement, each of the claims 2, 1 1-12 and 20, which recites a 
system or method that stores a list of backup LAS devices in a master LAS, that sends a link active 
schedule to a backup LAS device in a list of backup LAS devices and/or that automatically sends a list of 
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backup LAS devices to a backup LAS, is taught by AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin and Chrabaszcz 
(Claim 2), and by Burns, as modified by McLaughlin and Chrabaszcz (Claims 11-12 and 20). See claim 2 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin and 
Chrabaszcz, and claims 11-12 and 20 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burns 
in view of McLaughlin and Chrabaszcz. And, the claims 7 and 8, which recite recognizing that a backup 
LAS is no longer communicating on a databus by comparing a live list to a backup list, are taught by 
AAPA, as modified by McLaughlin, Burns and Chrabaszcz (Claims 7 and 8). See claims 7 and 8 rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of McLaughlin, Burns and Chrabaszcz. 
Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to " It is clear that the prior art must make a 
suggestion of or provide an incentive for a claimed combination of elements to establish a prima facie of 
obviousness... " on Response page 4, lines 19-30 on page 4, page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 2 and 
page 6, line 26 through page 7, line 6, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Contrary to the Applicant's 
statement, all the rejections under 35 USC § 103(a) in the prior office action established a prima facie case 
of obviousness meeting the three basic criteria of the M.P.E.P. 2143.03 (8 th ed. 2001). See the Office 
Action mailed on 24 lh of September, 2002. Furthermore, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can 
only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071,5USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347,21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, the Examiner has clearly pointed out rationale for appropriate combination of the 
references. See paragraphs 4-12 of the instant Office Action. Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point 
is not persuasive. 
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Conclusion 



14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in37CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Christopher E. Lee whose telephone number is 703-305-5950. The examiner can normally 
be reached on 9:00am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Mark 
Rinehart can be reached on 703-305-4815. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7239 for regular communications and 703-746-7238 
for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should 
be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 
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